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Minceafrolis Public School's

Mobile Learning Centers
of Minneapolis

1973-74,

f-teaching machines hoUsed in trailer-classrooms Were used

for he fourth year to help 351 students in two MInneapolis Title I

secondary schools improve their reading skills.

A gain of 1.4 grade equivalent months by 25% of the students"
(using Gates-MacGinitie Comptehension tests) for each month on roll

was the specific objective of the project. Furthermore, 50% of the

students were to.show 'a gain of at least one grade equivalent'month
for each month on roll.

The project featured the use of three - button response machines

with both commercially and locally developed,ateriala. Machines

were hopsed in two latge trailers which were located at Bryant and

North s4lcondarfschools.

Although students operated the machines and tested their own °

progress at the end'of each:lesson, assistance was available from.

the certified reading teacher and paraptofessional-who staffed each-1
,

trailer.
o

See Page,

6

Financial support for this'project came from. Title I, ESEA. The 10

per pupil cost average was1124.

In 1973-74 gain scores were obtained from only 39% of the stu-

dents because of pupil transfers, truancy, and faulty testing pro-

cedures. On the basis of the small number (136) of students tested

the project met its objectiv4s in that 71% gained at the rate of

1.4 grade equivalent months for each month on roll and 76% gained

one G.E. month for each month on.roll.

13,

It was recommended,_ largely on the basis of the effectiveness of 16

the project in previous years that the Mobile Learning Centers' pro-

gram be continued. It was suggested that an outside test administrator

be employed. However, further evaluations of theGMobile Learning
Centers as an individual project were not recommended because of the /,

small numberp of students involved.

December 1974
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About this report . .

4

All evaluation reports prepared by the Research
and Evaluation Depetment of the Minneapolis Pubic
Schools follow the procedures and format described
in Preparing Evaluation Reports, A Guide for Authors,
U. S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare.

Readers who are familiar with these Evaluation
Reports may wish to skip the sections describing the
City of Minneapolis and the Minneapolis Public Schools
since these d9scriptions are standard for all reports.

v
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The City 'of Minneapolis

The,program.described in this report was conducted fn the Minneapolis

P'u'blic Schools. Minneapolis IA a city of 434,400 people located on the

Mississippi River in the southeastern part of Minnesota.. With its some-

what smaller twin city, St. Paul, it is the center Of a'seven-county

metropolitan area of over1,874,000,10the largest population'centerbetween

Chicago and the Pacific Coast. ASAtuch it serves as the hub for,,zthe entire,

Upper Midwest regiOn of the .dountry.

Thesity, and its surrounding area, long has been noted ior the high

quality of its labor force: The unemployment rate in Minneapolis islower

than in other major cities, posaibly due to the variety and density of

industry in the city aswell as to the high level capability of its work

force.' The Twin City metropolitan area unemployment rate in Junp of 1974

was 4.0%, compared with a 5.2%7Tational rate for the same month. As the

economic seater of a prosperous region rich in such natural resources as

forests, iinerals, water power and productive agricultural land, Minneapolis.

attracts commerce and workers from throughout the Upper Midwest region. Many

residents are drawn from the neighboring states of Iowa, Wisconsin; Nebraska'

and the Dakotas as w ell as from the farming areas and the Iron Range region

of otitstate Mindesota.

More Minneapolitans (32%') work in clerical and sales jobs than in any

other occupation, reflecting the city's position as a major whotesale-retail

center and a center for banking, finance and insurance. Almost ae many (20%)

are employed an craftsmen, foremen and operatives, and 23% of the work force

are professionals, technicians, managerw,-ond officials. One out of five

workers is employed in laboring and service occupationo.'.
o

Minneapolis city governmeqt is the council-dominated type. Its mayor,

elected for a two year term, has limited powers. Its elected city 4ouncil,

operates by committee and engages in administrative as well as legislative

action.
I

/ .

Minneapolis is not a crowded city. *While increasing industrial development

has occupied more and moire land, the city's population hail declined steadily

from a peak of 522,000 in 1950. The city limits have not be&i changed cinch

1927. Most homes are sturdy, single family dwellings built to withstand

(/'severe winters. Row homes are practically non -exist t even in low,income

areas. In 1970, 48% of the housing unity in Minneap lic were .owner-occupied.



Most Minnedpolitans are nat4e-born Americans,, but about 35,000 (7%)

are foreign born. Swedes, Norwegians GermAns, and Canadians comprise

most of the foreign born population., *

Relatively few non-white citizens live in Minneapolis although their

nuMbers are increasing. In 1960 only three percentof the population was

non-white. The 1970 census figures indicate that the non-white population

had more than doubled (6.4%) in the interve ing 10 years. About 70% of

the non-whites are blabk. Most of the rentai ing ifon-white population is

American Indian, mainly Chippewand.Sioux. ly a small number of resi-

dents from Spanish-surnamed or Oriental origin live in the city. In 1970

non-white residents made up 6.4% of the city's population but accounted for

15% of.the children in the qty's elementary schools.

Minneapolis has not reached the stage of many other large cities in

tern of the level of social problems,. -It has been relatively untouched

by rac al disorders or by student unrest. Crime rates are below national

averages.

One's first impression is that Minneapolis.doetrift really have serious

problems of blight and decay. But the signs of trouble die evident to one

who looks bkond the parks and lakqn and tree-lined streets. As with many

other largiir cities; the problems are focused in the core city,and are related ,

to increasingconoentrations there of the poor, many of them non-whites, and .

of the elderly.. For example, nine out of 10 black Americans in Minneapolis

live in At one-tenth of the city's area. While Minneapolis contains 11%

of the state's population, it supports 28% of the state's AFDO

There has been a steady migration to the city by American Indidns from

the reservations and by poor whites from the small towns and rural areas of

Minnesota. They dome to the "promised land" of Minneapolis looking for a

job and a better way of *life. Some make it; many 00 not. The American Indian

population ,is virally confined to the Game small geographic areas in which

black Americans live. These some areas of the city have the lowest median

incomes in the city and the higilst concetrations of dilapidated housing,

welfare cases, and juvenile delinquency.

The elderly also are concentrated in the central city. In 1970, 15%

of the city's population was over age 65. The elderly, like the 16 to 24 year

old young adults, live near thecentral city because of the availability of

less expensive housing in multiple-unit dwellings. Younger families have

continued to migrate toward the outer edges of the city and to the surrounding

suburban areas.



The Minne

About 65,456 children go to sc

57,715, attend one of 'the city's 9

or private schools.

The Minneapolis Public Sehoo sl headed by Dr. John B. Davis, Jr., who

became superintendent in h.967t co sists of 67 elementary schools (kindergarten-

6th grade), 15 junior high schools (grades 7-9)f nine high schools,(grades

10:-12), two juhior-senior high,chools, and five special schools. Nearly

e employed.

olis Schools

ool in Minneapolis. Most of them, about

public schools; 7,741 attend parochial

3,500 _certificated personnel

Control of the public

board which levie6 its own

officials are elected by po

superintendefit.is selected

and professional adviser'. I

SC

t

ool system ultimately rests with ilk seven-member

es and sells its own bonds. These non-salaried

lar votes for staggered six-year terms. The

the board, d serves as its executive officer'

Almost 40 cents'of e ch local property tax dollar goes to support a

school system whose ann 1 operating general fund budget in 1974-75 is

$78,008,036 up from $75 493,430 in 1973-74. Minneapolis received federal

funds totaling 11.4 mil ion dollars in 1973-74 from many different federal aid'

tprograms. The Elemeni ry and Secondary Education Act provided about 5.1

million dollars, of which 3.9 million dollars were from Title I funds. The

adju ted maintenance cost per pupil unit in the system was $1,038 in 1972-73

while the range of per pupil unit costs in the state for diatriote maintaining

elementary and secondary schools was from ,$548 to $1,316.

One of the superintenOent's goals has been to achieve greater communication

among the system'S schools through decentralization. Initially, two"pyramidsu

or groups of geographically related schools were formed. First to be formed,

in 1967, was the North Pyramid, consisting of North High School and the elementary

and junior high schools which feed into it. In 1969-the South-Central 'Pyramid

Was formed around South and Central High*Sehools. Each had'an area

ddbiotant superintendent nu well as advisory groups of principals, teachers,

and parents: The goals of the pyramid structure were to effect greater

communication among schools and between schogls and the community, to develop

collaborative and cooperative programn, and to share particular facilities

and competencies of teachers. . 4

In the summer of 1973 decentralization was carried one step further when

the entire School district, with the exception of five schools involved in an

expertmental program called.Southeast Alternatives, was divided into three areas.

3
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Each of thiSe areas -= East, West and North -- is headed by a superintendent

who has autonomous deciaionfmaking:power within the guidelines of school

distriCt policies and philosophies.

Based = sight counts on October 16, 1973 the percentage of black American

pupils for the achool district was 11.714. Nine years before, the percentage
4 -

wee 5.4%.. American Indian children currently comprise 4.3% of the school
9

population, more than double the proportion of nine years ago. The proportion

of minority children in the various.elemen, ey schools generallreflects the

preval4Ang houai4 pattern found in each school area. -Although some non -white
.

pupils are enrolled in every elementary school, non=white pupils are concentrated

in two relatively mull areas 9f the city. Of the 67 elementary schools,12

have mireathan 3C% non-white enrollment and seven of:these'have over 5C%. There

are no all-black nor all- white. schools. Eighteen elementary schools have

non-white enrollments of less than 5%.

The Minneapolis School Board has approved a desegregation plan involving

basin e which hasope;ated emoothly since taking effect-in September 1973.

The proportion of school age children in AFDC homes has more than doubleI

from approximately 12%'in'1962 to 28% in 1972.
,

While the median pupil turnover rate for all the city schools in 1971-72

was aboutd24.5%, this figure varied widely according tO'location (turnover rate

is the porcentagei.of students that cikles new to the school or leaves the school

at some time durinOthe school year, using the September. tnrollment as a base

figure). Target Asa schools general* experience a much higher turnover

rate; in fact only four of the Target Area schools had turnover rates less than

the city median. Compared with the city, the median for the Target Area schools'

was 36.1%.

The Target Area

The Target Area is a portion of the core city of Minneapolis where, the

;schools are eligible to receive benefits .from programs funded under Title I

of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). A school is eligible to

receive Title / aid if the hercentage4f families residing in that school's

. district which receives AFDC payments (in excess. of $2,000) year) -- or has an

'annual income under $2,000 -- exceeds the citywide percentage for families in

those categorie%

In 1972-73, nearly 26,871 children, attended the 25 elementary schools,

five junior highs, three senior highs and seven parochial schools thtft were

eligible to receive this aid. One-third'of these students were from minority

groups and one-third were defined by the Statepeicartinent of Eration as ,

ckl
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educationally disadvantaged, i.e. ohs or more grade levels behind in basic

skills such as reading-and arithmetic. Federal programs are. concentrated

on the educationally disadvantaged group.

According to 1970 census data, over 170,000 persons resided in the Target

Area. that group, 11 percent were black and Syr percent were Indian, more

than double the citywide percentage of minority group members. Over half .

of the Target Area residents over 25 years old had not completed high school,

compared to the 35percent of the non-Target Area residents who did not hive

high school diplomas. One out of five Target- Area residents over. the age of

25 had gone to college, and nine percent had completed four or more years.

One out of four of the non - Target Area residents had gone to college, and

15percent had completed four or more years.

The income for an average Target Area family was.$9',113 in 1970t,hbout

$24000 less than the citywide average. The homes they lived in had an \'

average value of $10,385, over 40 percent lee than the ge value of a

single family residencein Minneapolis. One out of five Are'a children

between the ages of 6 and 17 was a member of a family tha ow the

poverty'level, while only 6 percent of the non-Target Area children had such

a family status.

a
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The schoo

Mobile Learning nters. In 1970 the Minneap

-sued the need for an innovative approach to

sb

Historical Background

year of 1973-74 was the fourth year of operation of the

53.number-of secondary students in Target

fundlfor teaching. machines. A group of

the system had been impressed with,the

the-Dorsett Educational Systems at the
.

meetings held in Washington, D.C. in

gation and- discussion the Mobile,

is school system had recog-

e reading difficulties of

Area schocgs and had allocated

teA hers and-administrators fr=om

amS and Machines preoPented-by

rospace -Educational Technology'

y 197Q. After furtherinvesti-

enters project, incorporating

thw Dorsett machines and programs, was initiated when funds from NPEA Title7

III and ESA 7 1e I, - - -as well as lodal funds-L-became avail able. Two

largb trailers were,bought-to serve as classrooms ,t6 provide mobility or

the project: The use 9f these Mobile Learning Centers was restricted to

Title I schools because of the feileral funds whichhelped support the

project. .
11

,

The project's operations were succeooful increaoing,the rate of

progreso,in comprehefision and vocabulary of studentsents who had.heen -one Or
.

r more years below grade level. A,brief overview-of paotlindings io in

cluded here. Moro detailed reporto.on the earlier yeak are available.
1

In 1970-71, positive and definite gains in vocabulary paid comprb.-.
Pe

hension were made by the 240 students for whom gain obores were obtained.----

Their 'rate of progress4vas from two to six timeo:that which would have

been expected based on their previous achievement'. All the otudente ligd

been'One or more years belowtgrade level in reading skills before their
0

't,
, selection for the program. Gates-MacSinitie tooth were used. In the

second year of operation the program was again more thanikuccessful ie

reaching its goalo., Eighty percent of the studento tooted made grade
r

1

Clark, S.P. Evaluation of the Mobile Learning Ceptero in MinneanoliA
Secondarra... Minneapolis: Minneapolis Publib School°, 1972.

Clark, S.H.: Mobile Learn g. Centers of Minneapolici 1971-yr.

Minneapolis: Minneapolio Public School°,

Clark, S.H. Mobile Learnin Centersopf Minnea olio 2

Minneapolio: Minneapolis Public Schoolo,Ibbruary 197 .

a
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equiyalent gains in.comprehension over those-expected for length of in-

struction. jAaxtylrfcur_percent made 'such gains on,vecabulary testis. In

1972-73E; tilier.T04 orthe 218 students far whom gain scores were available,
, )

made grade equivalent gains in comprehension over. expectation for thq

ilength of enrollment in the program.

Objectives

The general goal of this program was to improne the reading skills

116f secondary students, in selected Title I schools, who were one or more
..

years below grade level ih' reading as of September 1973. Specifically,

25% of the students were-to show ir gain of 1.4 grade equivalent.(0.E.)

' months on Gates- MacGinitie Comprehension tests for each month-on roll and

50% were to gain at least one G.E. month for each month on roll.

Pr ject Operations-

Two large trailers, About.60 hi-14 feet, were used to house the Mobile

.Learning Centers. 'Each trailer contained 18 three-button response. teaching

machines in semi-private booths. Students were assigned to the program for

one period a day. The length of assignment varied depending on the student's

progress rather than on a quarter or semester break. Both trailers were

arpeted and air-conditionedv Each trailer had an attractive free-reading

corner which included a lounge an(' table with magazines of high interest

level for the*ttenaing students.

Porsett programs in vocabulary and. omprehension were used exclusively

in the first three years of the projeCt's operation. In the fall' of 1973

the Basic Skill Centers Reading Program materials, which had been developed

beginning in 1971"by Minneapolis Basic Skill Centers staff, were made a-.

vailable for students who were reading belowthe fourth grade level. Both.

programs made use of the TV-like teaching machines which provided visual

and auditory stimuli. The Basic Skill'Centers Reading Program provided

additional materials for non-machine use.' The Basic Skill Cent Program

was used at Bryant but not at North.

The program was flexible and completely individualited. Progress

.
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checks voremee at the e of each lesson so that the teacher ot aide

could provide immediate reinforcement for good work done or, if necessary,
.

give the student added instruction.
t

Participating. Schools and'Students

Bryant Juntor High, an inner city school, is in the West Area of the

Minneapolis school system. There was a change in 1973 inits student pop-.

ulation due tiei-implementation of the city's desegregation plan. In 1972-

73 Bryant'had,included grades 6-9 with a 43% minority student population.
2

In 1973-74 only seventh and eighth grade students were enrolled and the

minority' population dropped to 39% of its 798 pupils.

North High, another Target Area school, is in the North Area of the

system. It served grades 9-12*.and had a minority population of 41% in

1973-74with a total enrollment of 1545.

Students were 4lected for the program by counselors and teachers Who

based their recomm4Pdations mainly on the students'. city-wide reading test

scores. The pupils were either one or more years below grade level or

below the twenty-fifth Percentile on Minneapolis reading norms. A total

.of 351 students en t the Peepers at various times over the 1973-74

school year. Enrol t figures'ior,the .project, by school and grade are

given ip 4ble"1. The sexes were evenly represented at both schools.

Bryant and North were both designated in the fall of 1973 as eligible

for assistance from the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) because of their

,participation in the city's desegregation-integration plan. The ESAA

teachers at the two schools played an important part in the student selec-

tion procedures although the ESAA program was later dropped at North.

At Bryant, however, 79 of the 100students for whom gain scores were ob-

tained were identified as being in the ESAA program. The4section on

results ift this report will be presented by school and test level as

well as whether the student was identified as ESAAor Title I. In gen-
t

eral, the ESAA students were those Title I eligible students who' were

theIfarthest below grade level.

2
Figures for Student and minority populations in this section are taken
from the annual October sight counts compiled and published by Information

Services Center Minneapolis Public Schools.

8



Table 1

Enrollment in Mobile Learning Centers
By School and Grade

1973-74

School Number-
/ And Scho91 Enrolled Percent of

4

Giade Ehroilmenta In Center
Bryant

747
3 8 s ,

Special
All Grades

School Total

463 54
300 63
3 (b)

7 9 117

North
264 6o

%,
9

10 496 129
11 389 32
12 307 13

Special ti (b)
All Grades 1545 T-3

- -

23%
26% .

8%
2%

157

aInformation Services Center. Pupil Sight Count, 1973-74. Minneapolis:
Minneapolis Public Schools, 1973.' (Sight count taken October 16, 1973).

b
Some students may have been Special but note identified ,as such.

4

Personnel

Each trailer was staffed with a certified reading teacher and a pare-

' professional, both of whdm hadkproviously received inservice training on

the use of the Dorsett materials and machines. The teacher and aide at the

North trailer had previously worked in the project before as had,the teacher

at Bryant.

Although the materials were self-instructional, the teachers selected

the programs according to eabh student's needs. In addition, teachers

gave instruction and assistance to those who had problems with lessons. The

aides also galie pupils assistance. Aides helped in scoring progress checks

which were completed after each lesson. Keeping student records and arrang-

ing for machine maintenance were other responsibilities of the aides.

At Bryant, the ESAA teacher worked'closely with the Center teacher,

No other supplemental services were received from non-staff members.

1.

9



Parent and Community InVolvement

Open houses were held at the trailers when similar events were spon-

sored by.the PTAlsNat the respective schools. The TitleI Parent Advisory

Committee was informed about-the project and results obtained in previous,

years. The Committee also.reviewed and approved the 'city-wide Title I pro-

w
posal made-to the state. A description of the Mobile Learning eenters pro-,

ject was included in that proposal.

Planning and Training

A five-day inservice program was givep to the teacher)at Bryant in

the use of the Bpsic Skill Centers'Reading Prrram. The aide,at Bryant

was also instructed in-the use of theteaching machines and the Dorsett -

program.
. 1

Budget

This project received $43,4bo from Title I funds which made an averag

Title I cost of $124 for each of the 351 students.

Tests Used

Gates-Macdinitie Comprehension tests wereeused as specified in the

objectives for the project. Instructional level, rather than grade level,

testing was used. In previous years Level D, designed for grades 4-61

was used for junior high students and Level E, intended for grades 7 -9, was

used at the senior high school. Thij procedure was followed at North (grades

9-12). At Bryant the testing followed the plan outlined by ESAA so that

the students did not have to be tested more than necessary at the beginning

of the school year. This meant that the Level C test was used for the low-

est level readers in the Bryant Center. Different forms of the tests from

those used,in the _city-wide testing program were used. The tests were ad-

ministered by the teachers who hid given them in previous years.

10



Data:Groups,
otr

Student test data obtained from the trailers was divided into three

categories: the evaluation groups who had usable pre- and posttest scores,

those who lacked, posttests, and those with invalid scores., The distribu-
.

tion of the number of student in these categories is given in Table 2.

tal.ble.2"

Data Groups

ant North Total

N % N % N %

.Evaluation Groups 89 76% 47 20% 136 39%

Lacked Posttests 11 9% 135 . 58% '146 41%-

Invalid Scores 22% §2 20%
100% 234 100% 351 100%

The evaluation 4roup at Bryant was further divided into three groups

by. test level and program. The' Gates, Level C, test was used by ESAA

studepts. The Level D test was used by one group of ESAA students and one
.

of Title I pupils. The eleven students who lack d gain scores were on

roll for 26 days and present for 21 of those days. The 17 invalid scores

were'due to the use of a different level of test on the posttest from

that used at the beginning of the program.
,

At North only 20% of the test scores were usable for evaluation pur-

_ poses. Of these, sixteen were at Level D and 31 were tested with Level E.

The attendance rate of those without gains scores was very low (43%); they .

were present for an average of 23 days out of 53 days on roll. Fifty-two

"gain Scores" were ruled invalid when itwas found that the scores record-

ed as pretest scores wets from tests given at the beginning of the school

year whereas the students did not enter the Mobile Learning Center program

until either, the third or fourth quarter of the year.
---,----

Descriptive data for the evaluation group is given in Table 3. The

total. of 136 students was only 39% of thee who were enrolled in the pro-

Sect at sometime during the 1973-74 school year. There were large differ-
,
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ences in length of enrollmentatong the groups. The preteat scores were

obtained from below grade level testing and are presented only as rough

indicators of the reading levels of the students who-entered the project.

The students who lacked posttests (41% of the project) were intent-

eral, on, roll for an average of only 26 days. Often :they transferred to

other schools according to their teacher. At Norti., those w)y) lacked post-

tests ware frequently marked "truant" on the teacher's records. This

statement is borne out by their very low attendance rate (43%). The pre-

test grade equivalents of studentort North who had ho posttests were

lower than thosepf their peers. Among the Level D students the evIlustion

group4entered at 5.1, those without-posttests scorpd at 3.9. The Level E

students without posttests had a-pretest score of 4.3 while the evaluation

group stored a whole grade higher on entrance into the program.

Results

The objectives for the project were that at least 25%, of the students

were to show a gain of 1.5 grade equivalent (G.E.) months on Gatea-Mac-

Ginitie Comprehension tests for each month on roll and that150% of the

students were to gain at least one G.E. month for eachqiionth on roll.

Complete test data were available for Only 39% of the students who

registered at the Centers during the year. On the basis of results from

those students the project met its objectives. It should be noted, how-

ever, that not only does the total evaluation group represent a small part

(39%) of the Centers' total population but that the group was sub divided

for analysis purposes. This was necessry because of the three different

levels of tests which were used, variations in program involvement (ESAA

or Title I), and in length of time on roll. Distributions of G.E. gains

for each of the evaluation groups are given in Table 4.

The percentages of students who gained at the rate of 1.4 months for

each month on roll ranged from 56% (the 9th grade at North) to 85% (Title

I students at Bryant) or well above the 25% stated as an objective. The

percentages of those who gained at least one G.E. month or each month on

roll ranged from 56% to 90% (for the same groups, respect vely,)rather

than the 50% stated as an objective.
.

The median grade equivalent (G.E.) gains are meaningful only in re-

lation to the amount of time the students'Iwere onvroll. The rates of

13 I
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a

gain given in Table. 4 are the ratios of the median G.E. gaips to the mean

numbers of thonthEi\on roll. A school month was consideredio be 18'days

or one tenth of the school year of 180 days since the grade equivalents,

for the tests were given in tenths of a grade level.

It was not the intention, of this report to make,comparisdhs between.,

BrYabit'ad North nor between 'Titles .I and ESAA atudeni0, 'The available re-

sults were given separately in Table 4 primarily because of the three test

-levels which were used and also because of the widely varying lengths of

1 enrol ment of the 'different student groups. Disregarding these important

varies ies the G.E. gains of they five eValudtion groups are shown in the

last column of Table 4. The median G.E. gain overall wqs 1.3 in .5 of a

school year for a rate of 2.6 months for each month on roll or a gain of

a G.E. month for each month in the project by 76% of the 136 students who

were in the total evaluation group. Such a statement summarizes gains but

does not give a true picture of the project as it existed.

Discussion

The problems in tryinito evaluate this project were many. The

students came from five different grades, they used one of two reading'

programs (or a combination of the two), and they were tested with three

different levels of the Gates-MacGinitie comprehension tests. Also, though

every student was Title I eligible, half of them were identified as re-

ceiving benefits from the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA). Rather than

confuse these variables further, the available data were analyz9d for five
l

0

separate groups.

The loss of data which occurred was higher than it had been'in pre-

vious years. Part of this low was duo to the fact that more students (41%)

lacked posttests than the average (35%) for the two previous years. In

addition, 20% of the "gain" scores were ruled invalid because of the use

of different levels of the Gates-MacGinitie for postteOting from those

which had been used for protecting or because the pretests had been given

up to five months before tho students entered the program. It is likely

that this confusion was due to the introduction of different testing pro-

cedures by the ESAA program from those used for Title I evaluation.

a
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Recommendations

1. Improve- the evaluation preteduree by having an outside administrator

for the tests. This adminibtrator should be responsible for,admin-A

ibtering the proper test forms at the appropriate times in the year.

There would still be less than 100% testing accompliphed, due to stu-

dent turnover and truancy in the schools concerned, but there would

be much less data loss than in 1973-74..

2. Since evaluations of the project'for the years from September 1970.

to June 1973 showed the project to be effective, continuation of the

project is recommended. However, if further evaluations are to be

made they should be concerned not with the Mobile Leanking Centers

project as such, but with the effects e new reading curricula, the

effect of ESAA or of Title I efforts city-wide. The numbers bf stu-
.

dents in the Centers becomes too small for meaningliu1 evaluation

when there important variables are conoidered.
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